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Merging models 
Physical education is serviced by a range of models that inform both curriculum and 
pedagogy i. Among the most prominent of these models are Hellison’s (2003) Taking 
Personal and Social Responsibility in PE (TPSR); Siedentop’s (1994) Sport 
Education, abbreviated locally as SEPEP (Sport Education in Physical Education 
Program) (Alexander and Taggart 1994); Thorpe and Bunker’s (1982) Teaching 
Games for Understanding (TGFU); and the many approaches focused on teaching 
motor skills. Here in Victoria the model concerned primarily with motor skills was 
named Fundamental Motor Skills (FMS) by the Department of Education, 
Employment and Training (1996). In addition to these four models there is another 
that appears in physical education discourse. We refer to it as Creating and 
Developing Games (CDG), although it has a number of guises (Almond 1983; 
Curtner-Smith 1996; Holt 2005). 
While these models all contribute to the curriculum and pedagogy of physical 
education, they are sometimes perceived to be in competition, with each vying for the 
teacher’s attention. In this clash differences between models are emphasized, 
differences between what can be described as parts or features of a more holistic 
understanding of physical education. Is physical education about sport? Is it about 
strategies? Is it about skills? Of course it is about all these things and more. But 
teachers perceive that they are confronted with a choice between models, picking one 
over another, or trying to run each as a unit so as to be comprehensive and cover the 
lot. SEPEP, TGFU, FMS and CDG are often considered as stand-alone models. 
Taking a different tack and beginning with Hellison’s TPSR model, we incorporate all 
five of these models into the one program (Figure 1). All five models have something 
special to contribute; without one, the physical education program is left with gaps. ii 
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Figure 1: Bringing five models of physical education together as a program 
TPSR contributes to the social context of the physical education lesson (Hellison, 
2003). This model should be the backbone of the lesson as it provides a foundation 
that enables students to develop concrete understandings of what is expected of them 
in this most social of subject areas. CDG comes next in that it provides an opportunity 
for the class to be involved in creating and developing games (Almond 1983; Curtner-
Smith 1996; Holt 2005). This skill of game or activity creation, essentially a social 
skill, should be at the heart of physical education as it is a skill that students will take 
with them into their lives beyond the physical education class, for instance to recess 
and lunch and opportunities before and after school.  
Understanding the structures of games and how they can be manipulated in order to 
create games should be fundamental to physical education. The equipment, the 
number of participants, the skills involved, the space and time available, the issue of 
participation, the need for simplicity of rules and scoring, the issue of safety: all of 
these must be considered in the creation and development of games. Keeping in mind 
that many students already have a history of creating and developing games during 
recess and lunch as well as outside of school, this skill is one that can be refined and 
enhanced in physical education.  
It is noticeable that these recess and lunchtime games do not normally require an 
umpire or referee, a condition which can be imported into the physical education class 
if the TPSR model is well entrenched. Not having an umpire means that the rules 
must be relatively simple and that students in teams must be able to sort through their 
differences. There is no need to have a teacher or student as umpire – better for 
students to be a part of a team and participate in the game itself, involved in both play 
and adjudication. The teacher can then keep abreast of a number of games occurring 
at once, focussing on various aspects of what is occurring rather than just rule 
compliance. If a dispute occurs, everyone can be involved in the discussions that will 
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lead to a resolution. This is not umpire versus agitated players, but members of two 
teams coming together to resolve a disagreement. The team members are umpires and 
players at the same time. These discussions inevitably encourage a deeper 
understanding of the rules as well as the possibility for rule refinement.  
The basic structure for creating and developing games is a round robin process. 
Groups of students, as teams, create a game using the structural variables provided by 
the teacher (as mentioned above). In a normal class of between 20 and 30 students 
four teams can be in operation at once, requiring three rounds for each team to meet 
one another. Each team creates a game and teaches it to one other team, in turn being 
taught the other team’s game. One interchange between teams, teaching and playing 
then teaching and playing, is normally sufficient for one physical education lesson. 
The next round can be held in the following physical education lesson. The space 
available for game creation can be reduced from that required for game play, meaning 
that each team has a space in which to experiment, knowing that the eventual game 
will be played on a larger space. The games are played and then each team sits down 
to discuss some issues designed to provide feedback for the other team on their game. 
These questions may explore: how enjoyable the game was to play; how safe, how 
involving and participatory, and how easy to understand. As each stage of the round 
robin progresses, each team is refining and developing their game, based on their own 
intuition and on the feedback provided by other teams. At the end of this round robin 
process, the teams can score each game based on the same feedback criteria, thereby 
providing a mechanism to move from four games to one; the one game that the class 
believes, based on specific criteria, to be best. No voting is involved, but an organised 
process of judging the games is used. This game is then inserted into the SEPEP 
model. 
The SEPEP model stresses the sporting season or fixture, and competition (Alexander 
and Taggart 1994; Siedentop, 1994). There is no need to simply use an adult game in 
SEPEP, better to use a game developed by the students which the teacher can 
influence through the setting of the various game structures or limitations introduced 
at the beginning of the process. Each of the groups involved in the process of creating 
and developing games is a SEPEP team. These teams are carefully selected by the 
teacher before the process of creating and developing games begins, knowing that 
they will have additional importance during SEPEP. In order to best facilitate this 
process, discussions must be held about the nature of teams. What is a team? How 
does a team best function? Reference can be made back to TPSR.  
Importantly, the sporting fixture is not simply comprised of competition games but 
also of scheduled opportunities for practice (Figure 2). Practice is where the game 
itself can be analysed for strategy and skill.  
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SCHOOL TERM A SCHOOL TERM B 
Week 1  
TPSR 
SEPEP 
CDG 
(FMS) 
(TGFU) 
Introduce TPSR 
Introduce CDG 
Introduce SEPEP – teams 
What is a team? 
What is a game? 
Week 1 
TPSR 
SEPEP 
CDG 
TGFU 
(FMS) 
Revising rules 
Practice games 
Devising strategies 
Practicing strategies 
Week 2 
TPSR 
SEPEP 
CDG 
(FMS) 
(TGFU) 
(4 games) 
Making/playing games in teams 
Teaching games across teams  
Reviewing games 
Week 2 
TPSR 
SEPEP 
TGFU 
(FMS) 
Practice/warm-up games 
Rounds 3 and 4 competition 
Revisit ladder/statistics 
Review games 
Week 3  
TPSR 
SEPEP 
CDG 
(FMS) 
(TGFU) 
(4 games) 
Improving games 
Teaching games across teams  
Reviewing games 
Week 3 
TPSR 
SEPEP 
TGFU 
FMS 
Introduce FMS 
What is a skill? 
What are the parts of skills? 
Investigating our game’s skills 
Devising skill practices 
Practicing skills 
Week 4  
TPSR 
SEPEP 
CDG 
(FMS) 
(TGFU) 
(4 games) 
Improving games 
Teaching games across teams  
Reviewing games 
Week 4 
TPSR 
SEPEP 
TGFU 
FMS 
Practice/warm-up games 
Rounds 5 and 6 competition 
Revisit ladder/statistics 
Review games 
Week 5  
TPSR 
SEPEP 
CDG 
(FMS) 
(2 games) 
Deciding on 2 best games 
Playing 2 best games 
Reviewing/Improving games 
Week 5 
TPSR 
SEPEP 
TGFU 
FMS 
Practice games 
Reviewing strategies and skills 
Devising practice for strategies/skills 
Practicing strategies/skills 
Week 6 
TPSR 
SEPEP 
CDG 
(FMS) 
(TGFU) 
(1 game) 
Deciding on 1 best game 
Playing 1 best game 
Reviewing/Improving game 
Documenting basic rules 
Week 6 
TPSR 
SEPEP 
TGFU 
FMS 
Practice/warm-up games 
Rounds 7 and 8 competition 
Revisit ladder/statistics 
Review games 
 
Week 7 
TPSR 
SEPEP 
CDG 
(FMS) 
(TGFU) 
(1 game) 
Playing 1 best game 
Reviewing/Improving game 
Refining basic rules 
 
Week 7 
TPSR 
SEPEP 
TGFU 
FMS 
Practice games 
Reviewing strategies and skills 
Devising practice for strategies/skills 
Practicing strategies/skills 
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SCHOOL TERM A SCHOOL TERM B 
Week 8 
TPSR 
SEPEP 
(TGFU) 
(FMS) 
Introduce SEPEP – season 
What is sport? 
What is competition?  
Devising a season 
Practice games 
Week 8 
TPSR 
SEPEP 
TGFU 
FMS 
Practice/warm-up games 
Round 9 competition (last normal round) 
Revisit ladder/statistics 
Review games 
 
Week 9 
TPSR 
SEPEP 
TGFU 
(FMS) 
Introduce TGFU 
How do we play the game better? 
What is a strategy? 
Practice games 
Devising strategies 
Week 9 
TPSR 
SEPEP 
TGFU 
FMS 
Practice games 
Reviewing strategies and skills 
Devising practice for strategies/skills 
Practicing strategies/skills 
Week 10 
TPSR 
SEPEP 
TGFU 
(FMS) 
Practice games 
Rounds 1 and 2 of competition  
Construct ladder/statistics 
Review games 
Week 10 
TPSR 
SEPEP 
TGFU 
FMS 
Practice/warm-up games 
Final competition 
Festive situation – certificates/prizes 
Revision of all elements: social responsibility, 
sport season, strategies, skills 
Figure 2: A possible structure for the program. Here the structure spans two school terms 
Teams can be involved in identifying strategies and skills and then pinpointing those 
that need improvement. Practice activities can then be developed in order to address 
these. The notion of an extended fixture that comprises many opportunities for 
practice means that competition can be used as a legitimate means of motivating 
better performance. Without the opportunity for practice and without the opportunity 
to show the benefits of that practice in an extended season of games, students are left 
with a very shallow understanding of competition. Competition should function as a 
motivator for improvement and so opportunities to improve must be immediately 
provided.  
These practice sessions highlight TGFU and FMS. Each of these models can be 
introduced to students as methods for structuring their own practice sessions. No 
longer are these models seen to conflict but rather they complement each other in 
providing genuine resources for students so that they can improve their team and 
personal performance. 
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The interests of students and curriculum content 
What we have attempted to do is to work with the complementarity of these models of 
physical education. In order to do this we had to conceive physical education more 
holistically. TPSR, CDG, SEPEP, TGFU and FMS each cover certain important 
aspects of the larger picture that is physical education. In addition we had to consider 
the student as a social being whose reasons for participating in physical activity were 
part of a larger framework of meaning which went beyond what each model focused 
on separately.  
When these models are brought together the resulting program is one which taps into 
the interests of students as well as connecting with the content of the curriculum. This 
is not simply an attempt to be student centred at the expense of content knowledge, 
but a concerted effort to bring student and curriculum together. Here we consider the 
interests of the students not in a narrow sense as extrinsic reward but rather in the 
largest sense possible, what philosopher Dewey (1944) referred to variously as 
vocation, occupation or calling (Higgins 2005). When student interests are conceived 
in this way the curriculum becomes a resource for the achievement of purposes that a 
child or young person holds as part of his or her own being.  
This program brings the distinguishable parts of physical education: social, sport, 
strategy, skill, into a coherent whole that can function as a clear and meaningful 
framework within which students can more authentically participate (Figure 3). The 
common problem of many school physical education programs, genuine participation, 
is made an explicit issue that is managed not only by the teacher but by the students 
themselves through their involvement in designing the game or activity in which they 
will participate. 
 
Figure 3: A view of four major parts of physical education nested within each other. 
Our hope is that this program may be adopted and adapted by teachers in primary 
schools, middle schools, and beyond. The structure is such that it also lends itself to 
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interpretation in the realms of dance and other forms of movement discipline such as 
gymnastics. We have recently introduced the program to pre-service primary school 
teachers in our teaching work at the University of Melbourne. Here we have been 
working with local primary schools to involve pre-service teachers in the practical 
implementation of the program with children.  
Our ultimate aim is to connect the physical education lesson with those social 
situations in which children and young people experience much of their physical 
activity. Not only organised sport, but the playground, the backyard, with friends and 
family, where their own skills in organising games and activities with others must 
come to the fore.  
References 
! Alexander, K. and Taggart, A. (1994) Sport education in physical education. 
Aussie Sport Action, Vol 5(1) 5-8. 
! Almond, L. (1983) Games making. The Bulletin of Physical Education, Vol 19(1), 
32-35. 
! Curtner-Smith, M. (2005) Using games invention with elementary children. 
Journal of Physical Education, Recreation and Dance, Vol 67(3), 33-37. 
! Department of Education, Employment and Training. (1996) Fundamental motor 
skills: A manual for classroom teachers. Melbourne, Australia: Department of 
Education, Employment and Training.  
! Dewey, J. (1944) Democracy and education: An introduction to the philosophy of 
education. New York: The Free Press. 
! Hellison, D. (2003) Teaching responsibility through physical activity, (2nd ed.), 
Champaign: Human Kinetics. 
! Higgins, C. (2005) Dewey’s conception of vocation: Existential, aesthetic, and 
educational implications for teachers. Journal of Curriculum Studies, Vol 37(4), 
441-464. 
! Holt, B. (2005) Designing games for sport education: Curricular models. 
Strategies, Vol 18(4), 25-27. 
! Quay, J. and Peters, J. (2008) Skills, strategies, sport and social responsibility: 
Reconnecting physical education. Journal of Curriculum Studies. Vol 40(5), 601-
626. 
 P a g e  | 51 
! Siedentop, D. (1994) Sport Education: Quality PE through positive sport 
experiences. Champaign: Human Kinetics. 
! Thorpe, R. and Bunker, D. (1982) From theory to practice: Two examples of an 
‘understanding approach’ to the teaching of games. The Bulletin of Physical 
Education, Vol 18(1), 9-15. 
